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DETAILED ACTION 



Status of Claims 



1 . The following is a Final office action in response to the communications received 
on July 16, 2009. 

2. Claims 1-7 and 9-16 are currently pending and have been examined. 

3. Claims 1,2, 4-7, 9, 1 0 and 1 2 have been amended. 

4. Claim 8 has been cancelled. 

5. Claims 13-16 have been added. 



6. The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set 
forth in section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and 
the prior art are such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the 
invention was made to a person having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. 
Patentability shall not be negatived by the manner in which the invention was made. 



7. The factual inquiries set forth in Graham v. John Deere Co., 383 U.S. 1 , 148 
USPQ 459 (1966), that are applied for establishing a background for determining 
obviousness under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) are summarized as follows: 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC § 103 



2. 
3. 
4. 



Determining the scope and contents of the prior art. 

Ascertaining the differences between the prior art and the claims at issue. 

Resolving the level of ordinary skill in the pertinent art. 

Considering objective evidence present in the application indicating obviousness or 
nonobviousness. 
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8. Claims 1-2, 4-5 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 

Ohara (US 6,934,409 B2). 
Regarding Claim 1: 

Ohara, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

An image processing apparatus, having a display, a processor, and storage 
under control of said processor and implementing one or more units, comprising: 

• an image-processing history storing unit operable to store details of image 
processing performed for a medical image of a patient and which 
correspond to a name of said patient; 

• an image acquisition unit operable to obtain a name of a patient and a 
newly obtained medical image in such a manner that name of the patient 
and newly obtained medical image correspond to each other; 

• an image-processing details extraction unit operable to extract said details 
of said image processing stored in said image-processing history storing 
unit to correspond to said name of said patient newly obtained by said 
image acquisition unit other; 

• an image processing unit operable to perform image processing having 
details that are the same as said details of said image processing thus 
extracted, for said medical image newly obtained by said image 
acquisition unit patient (See at least Abstract; Column 2, Lines 35-47; 
Column 13, Lines 17-67; Column 14, Lines 1-11). 
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Ohara does not explicitly teach the specific type of image-processing (e.g. details 
extraction unit) recited in the claim; however, these differences are not functionally 
involved in the steps recited nor do they alter the recited structural elements. The 
recited steps would be performed the same regardless of the specific data. Further, the 
structural elements remain the same regardless of the specific data. Thus, this will not 
distinguish the claimed invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
Regarding Claim 2 Ohara further discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein 

said image-processing history storing unit stores said medical image of said 
patient in such a manner that said medical image correspond to said name of 
said patient and a name of a body location site where said patient is 
examined; said image acquisition unit further obtains the name of the body 
location site newly; and said image-processing details extraction unit extracts 
said details of said image processing stored in said image-processing history 
storing unit to correspond to said name of said patient and said name of said 
site that were newly obtained by said image acquisition unit (See at least 
Column 13, Lines 17-39). 
9. Claims 3 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over Ohara 
(US 6,934,409 B2) in view of Rothschild et al. (US 6,678,703 B2). 
Regarding claim 3: 

Ohara may or may not explicitly disclose the following information. 
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An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said image- 
processing history storing unit stores said details of said image processing that 
was performed for said medical image when diagnosis based on said medical 
image was input in an electronic medical chart. 

However, it is old and well-known in the arts to store (or input) patient medical 
information including image data in an electronic medical chart as evidence by 
Rothschild (See at least Figure 9; Column 18, Lines 28-48). 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Ohara so as to have 
included storing image processing history in an electronic medical chart, in 
accordance with the teaching of Rothschild, in order to process subsequent 
image of the same patient based on the data extracted from the image 
processing history, to have improved the efficiency of the system, since so doing 
could be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, 
with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 
Regarding Claim 4 Ohara further discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said image- 
processing history storing unit stores details of an operation related to a 
frequency that was performed for said medical image in order to diagnose at 
least one of a disease and injury of said patient, as said details of said image 
processing (See at least Column 3, Lines 16-26; Column 19, Lines 63-67; 
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Column 29, Lines 62-67; Column 30, Lines 1-13). 
Regarding Claim 5 Ohara further discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 1, wherein said image- 
processing history storing unit stores a range of an intensity of brightness of said 
medical image that was selected for diagnosis of at least one of a disease and 
injury of said patient, as said details of said image processing (See at least 
Column 29, Lines 62-67; Column 30, Lines 1-13; Column 31, Lines 8-27). 

10. Claims 6-7, 9-10, 14 and 15 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being 
unpatentable overToda (US PGP 2002/0133313 A1). 
Regarding Claim 6: 

Toda, as shown, discloses the following limitations: 

An image processing apparatus, having a display, a processor, and storage 
under control of said processor and implementing one or more units, comprising: 

• an image-processing history storing unit operable to store details of image 
processing performed for a medical image of a patient in such a manner 
that said details of said image processing correspond to a name of at least 
one of a disease and injury of said patient that was diagnosed; 

• an image acquisition unit operable to obtain a name of at least one of a 
disease and injury and a newly obtained medical image; 

• an image-processing details extraction unit operable to extract said details 
of said image processing stored in said image-processing history storing 
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unit in such a manner that said details of said image processing 
correspond to said name at least one of a disease and injury newly 
obtained by said image acquisition unit. 

• wherein said image-processing history storing unit stores said details of 
said image processing in such a manner that said details of said image 
processing correspond to said medical image newly obtained, and 

• said image acquisition further obtains a type of a patient to correspond to 
said medical image newly obtained, and 

• said image-processing details extraction unit extracts said details of said 
image processing stored in said image-processing history storing unit, to 
correspond to said name of said at least one of said disease and injury 
and said type of said patient that were newly obtained by said image 
acquisition unit. 

See at least Fig. 6, Claim 1 , and paragraphs 0104, 0295-0296, 0379. 
Toda does not explicitly use the exact terms (such as image-processing details 
extraction unit, image acquisition unit or image-processing history storing unit) recited in 
the claim; however, these differences are not functionally involved in the steps recited 
nor do they alter the recited structural elements. The recited steps would be performed 
the same regardless of the specific data. Further, the structural elements remain the 
same regardless of the specific data. Thus, this will not distinguish the claimed 
invention from the prior art in terms of patentability. 
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Regarding Claim 7 Toda further discloses: 

The combination of Rothschild/lto discloses the limitations as shown in the 

rejections above. Furthermore, Rothschild discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein 

• said image-processing history storing unit stores said details of said image 
processing in such a manner that said details of said image processing 
correspond to said name of said at least one of a disease and injury as 
well as a name of a body location site that is examined, 

• said image acquisition unit further obtains a name of a body location site 
to correspond to said medical image newly obtained, and 

• said image-processing details extraction unit extracts said details of said 
image processing stored in said image-processing history storing unit, to 
correspond to said name of said at least one of a disease and injury and 
said name of said body location site that were newly obtained by said 
image acquisition unit. 

See at least paragraphs 0104, 0295-0296, 0379. 
Regarding Claim 9 Toda further discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein said image- 
processing history storing unit stores said details of said image processing in 
such a manner that said details of said image processing correspond to said 
name of said at least one of a disease and injury as well as a name of a doctor 
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who performed said image processing, said image acquisition unit further obtains 
a name of a doctor to correspond to said medical image newly obtained, said 
image-processing details extraction unit extracts said details of said image 
processing stored in said image-processing history storing unit, to correspond to 
said name of said at least one of a disease and injury and said name of said 
doctor that were newly obtained by said image acquisition unit (See at least 
paragraphs 0104, 0295-0296, 0379). 
Regarding Claim 10: 

Toda may or may not explicitly disclose the following information: 
An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein said image- 
processing details extraction unit extracts one way of said image processing 
which has been used most request from among a plurality of details of image 
processing stored in said image-processing history storing unit to correspond to 
said name of said at least one of a disease and injury newly obtained by said 
image acquisition unit. 

However, it is old and well-known in the art to keep track the number of times 
something has been used. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of 
ordinary skill in the art, at the time of the invention, to have modified the system 
of Toda so as to have included extracting and storing image processing history 
based on the number of time the modality has been used, in order to process 
subsequent image of the same patient based on the data extracted from the 
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image processing history, to have improved the efficiency of the system, since so 
doing could be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the 
art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

Regarding Claim 14 Toda further discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein type of patient 
includes at least one of gender, age and weight of patient, and the medical image 
is searchable and acquire based on type, and the image-processing details is 
directly searchable based on type (See at least paragraph 0104). 
Toda does not explicitly disclose searching medical image based on type or 
searching image-processing details based on type. However, it is old and well- 
known in the art to search a database based on certain criteria. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Toda so as to have included 
searching and acquiring medical image based on type, in order to process 
subsequent image of the same patient based on the data extracted from the 
image processing history, to have improved the efficiency of the system, since so 
doing could be performed readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the 
art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 

Regarding Claim 15: 

Toda may or may not explicitly disclose the following information: 

An image processing apparatus of claim 1, wherein the image processing details 
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is directly searchable based on the name of the patient. 

However, it is old and well-known in the art to search a database based on 
certain criteria. Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in 
the art, at the time of the invention, to have modified the system of Toda so as to 
have included searching and acquiring medical image based on the name of the 
patient, in order to process subsequent image of the same patient based on the 
data extracted from the image processing history, to have improved the efficiency 
of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any 
person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of 
unexpected results. 

11. Claims 11-12 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable over 
Toda (US PGP 2002/0133313 A1) in view of Rothschild et al. (US 6,678,703 B2). 

Regarding Claim 11: 

Toda may or may not explicitly disclose the following information. However, 
Rothschild discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein said image- 
processing history storing unit stores said details of said image processing when 
diagnosis based on said medical image was input in an electronic medical chart 
(See at least Figure 9; Column 18, Lines 28-48). 
Regarding Claim 12: 

Toda may or may not explicitly disclose the following information. However, 
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Rothschild discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein, when an 
electronic medical chart was selected, said image acquisition unit obtains said 
medical image and said name of said at least one of a disease and injury that are 
attached to said selected electronic medical chart, said image-processing details 
extraction unit extracts said details of said image processing that are stored to 
correspond to said name of said at least one of a disease and injury newly 
obtained by said image acquisition unit from said electronic medical chart, from 
said image-processing history storing unit, said image processing unit performs 
image processing having details that are the same as those extracted, for said 
medical image newly obtained by said image acquisition unit from said electronic 
medical chart (See at least Column 1, Lines 8-12; and Column 23, Lines 12-18). 



Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the time of 
the invention, to have modified the system of Toda so as to have included storing 
image processing history in an electronic medical chart, in accordance with the 
teaching of Rothschild, in order to process subsequent image of the same patient 
based on the data extracted from the image processing history, to have improved 
the efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by 
any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of 
unexpected results. 
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12. Claims 13 and 16 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103 (a) as being unpatentable 
overToda (US PGP 2002/0133313 A1) in view of Ohara (US 6,934,409 B2). 

Regarding Claim 13: 

Toda may or may not explicitly disclose the following information. However, 
Ohara discloses: 

An image processing apparatus as claimed in claim 6, wherein the image- 
processing history storing unit stores details of image processing performed for a 
medical image of a patient to correspond to a name of said patient; 
the image acquisition unit obtains a name of a patient and a newly obtained 
medical image in such a manner that they correspond to each other; 
the image-processing details extraction unit extracts said details of said image 
processing stored in said image-processing history storing unit to correspond to 
said name of said patient newly obtained by said image acquisition unit; and 
the image processing unit is operable performs image processing having details 
that are the same as said details of said image processing thus extracted, for 
said medical image newly obtained by said image acquisition unit (See at least 
Abstract; Column 2, Lines 35-47; Column 13, Lines 17-67; Column 14, Lines 1- 
11). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Toda so as to have included 
performing image processing having details that are the same as said details of 
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said image processing thus extracted, in accordance with the teaching of Ohara, 
in order to process subsequent image of the same patient based on the data 
extracted from the image processing history, to have improved the efficiency of 
the system, since so doing could be performed readily and easily by any person 
of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue experimentation, nor risk of 
unexpected results. 
Regarding Claim 16: 

Toda may or may not explicitly disclose the following information. However, 
Ohara discloses: 

An image processing apparatus of claim 1, wherein the image processing details 
are at least one of frequency enhancement process; gray scale; magnification; 
brightness adjustment; stacking speed and projection direction (See at least 
Column 3, Lines 16-26; Column 19, Lines 63-67). 

Therefore, it would have been obvious to one of ordinary skill in the art, at the 
time of the invention, to have modified the system of Toda so as to have included 
frequency enhancement process as one of the image processing details, in 
accordance with the teaching of Ohara, in order to process subsequent image of 
the same patient based on the data extracted from the image processing history, 
to have improved the efficiency of the system, since so doing could be performed 
readily and easily by any person of ordinary skill in the art, with neither undue 
experimentation, nor risk of unexpected results. 
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Response to Arguments 

1. Applicant's arguments filed 16 July, 2009 have been fully considered but they are 
not persuasive. 

2. Applicant's arguments with respect to claims 1-7 and 9-16 have been considered 
but are moot in view of the new ground(s) of rejection. 
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Conclusion 

The prior art made of record and not relied upon is considered pertinent to applicant's 
disclosure. 

Applicant's amendment necessitated the new ground(s) of rejection presented in this 
Office action. Accordingly, THIS ACTION IS MADE FINAL. See MPEP § 706.07(a). 
Applicant is reminded of the extension of time policy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .1 36(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within 
TWO MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not 
mailed until after the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the 
shortened statutory period will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any 
extension fee pursuant to 37 CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of 
the advisory action. In no event, however, will the statutory period for reply expire later 
than SIX MONTHS from the date of this final action. 

Any inquiry of a general nature or relating to the status of this application or 
concerning this communication or earlier communications from the Examiner should be 
directed to TRANG NGUYEN whose telephone number is (571) 270-5483. The 
Examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 7:00AM - 5:30PM ET. 
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If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the Examiner's 
supervisor, JERRY O'CONNOR can be reached at 571.272.6787. 

Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published 
applications may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status 
information for unpublished applications is available through Private PAIR only. For 
more information about the PAIR system, see http://porta i . uspto.gov/external/portal/pair 
Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR system, contact the 
Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866.217.9197 (toll-free). 

IT. N./ 

October 24, 2009 
Examiner, Art Unit 3686 



/Gerald J. O'Connor/ 
Supervisory Patent Examiner 
Group Art Unit 3686 



